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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 16 recites the limitation 11 said merchant website". There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-3, 9-10, 12-14, 21-23, 25-27, 29-30, 33-35, 41-42, 44-46, 53-55, 57-59, and 61- 
61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Kanevsky (U.S. Pat. No. 
6,300,947). 

Per claim 1, Kanevsky teaches a method for changing user interaction with a website 
comprising the steps of: 

parsing a website (col. 11, lines 1-12; col. 14, lines 58-67); 

noting elements on said website (col. 11, lines 1-12; col. 14, lines 58-67); and 
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viewing said website through an overlay, said overlay containing overlay elements 
capable of interacting with said website elements and said overlay capable of adding and 
removing the appearance of website elements (fig. 1; web page adapter server 107; col. 7, lines 
25-40; col. 9, lines 30-45; col. 15, lines 62-67). 

Per claim 2, Kanevsky teaches a method for changing user interaction with a website 
comprising the steps of: 

parsing a website with a parsing means(col. 11, lines 1-12; col. 14, lines 58-67); 

noting elements on said website with a noting means (col. 1 1, lines 1-12; col. 14, lines 
58-67) and 

viewing said website through an overlay means, said overlay means containing overlay 
elements capable of interacting with said website elements and said overlay means capable of 
adding and removing the appearance of website elements (fig. 1; web page adapter server 107; 
col. 7, lines 25-40; col. 9, lines 30-45; col. 15, lines 62-67). 

Per claim 3, Kanevsky teaches the method of claim 1 wherein said website and overlay 
elements comprise any of: banner ads, advertisements, adult material, buttons, checkboxes, 
sidebars and user chosen elements (col. 7, lines 1-8; col. 11, lines 1-12). 

Per claim 9, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 1, wherein said overlay uses global 
objects comprising any of: region, pen and ruleinfo (col. 11, lines 1-24; col. 14, lines 4-14). 

Per claim 10, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 9 wherein said region object 
provides access to HTML captured during a rule evaluation (fig. 6; col. 9, line 47- col. 10, line 4; 
col. 11, lines 1-24). 
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Per claim 12, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 9 wherein said ruleinfo object 
provides information about a rule (fig. 6; col. 9, line 47- col. 10, line 4; col. 11, lines 1-24). 

Per claim 13, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 12, wherein said rule information 
comprises any of: URL triggers and debugging levels (col. 9, lines 46-63). 

Per claim 14, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 1, wherein said overlay is a proxy 
platform website that serves as an intermediate website site between a user and a destination 
website, said intermediate website communicating information between said destination website 
and said user (fig. 1; web page adaptor server 107; col. 7, lines 25-40). 

Per claim 21, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 1, wherein said overlay rearranges 
said website elements such that appearance of the website has altered dimensions (fig. 7 and 10). 

Per claim 22, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 1, wherein said overlay is created 
using a profile (col. 11, lines 42-63). 

Per claim 23, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 1, wherein said profile comprises 
any of: layout information of articles on said website and rules for the arrangement of said 
articles (col. 11, lines 42-63). 

Per claim 25, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 1, further comprising the step of: 
testing whether said website has changed (col. 12, lines 56-67). 

Per claim 26, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 25, further comprising the step of: 
changing said overlay to properly function with said changes on said website (col. 12, lines 56- 
67). 

Per claim 27, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 25, further comprising the step of: 
signaling when said website has changed (col. 12, lines 56-67). 
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Per claim 29, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 1, wherein said elements are 
constructed using any of: HTML, Java and Javascript (col. 8, lines 16-23). 

Per claim 30, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 1, wherein said noting comprises 
any of: cataloging said web page by region and mapping fields (col. 1 1 , lines 1-23; col. 14, lines 
4-14). 

Claims 33-35 are rejected under the same rationale as claims 1-3 respectively. 
Claims 41-42 are rejected under the same rationale as claims 9-10 respectively. 
Claims 44-46 are rejected under the same rationale as claims 12-14 respectively. 
Claims 53-55 are rejected under the same rationale as claims 21-23 respectively. 
Claims 57-59 are rejected under the same rationale as claims 25-27 respectively. 
Claims 61-62 are rejected under the same rationale as claims 29-30 respectively. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4, 15-20, 31-32, 36, 47-52, and 63-64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kanevsky (U.S. Pat. No. 6,300,947) in view of Armes (Pub. No. 



US2001/0024720). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/0 1 7,662 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2174 

Per claim 4, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 1, but does not specifically teach said 
overlay is accessed through any of: an Internet service provider logon and a website logon 
process. However, Armes teaches said overlay is accessed through any of: an Internet service 
provider logon and a website logon process (fig. 5). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the teaching of Armes in the 
invention of Kanevsky in order to provide users a secured access to a website. 

Claim 36 is rejected under the same rationale as claim 4. 

Per claim 15, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 14, but does not teach said 
destination website is a merchant website. However, Armes teaches said destination website is a 
merchant website (figs. 5-7). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to include the teaching of Armes in the invention of Kanevsky 
in order to provide users with online shopping. 

Per claim 16, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 14, but does not teach said overlay 
contains elements that interact with a merchant website. However, Armes teaches said 
destination website is a merchant website (figs. 5-7). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the teaching of Armes in the 
invention of Kanevsky in order to provide users with online shopping. 

Per claim 17, Armes teaches the method of Claim 16, wherein said overlay element is a 
checkout button that when actuated, queries user purchase information from a remote website, 
and relays said user purchase information to said merchant website (fig. 7; button 150; Page 10, 
[0081]; page 11, [0084])/ 
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Per claim 18, Armes teaches the method of Claim 17, wherein said remote location has a 
memory means containing purchase information (fig. 3 and 4; fig. 10, STN database 6). 

Per claim 19, Armes teaches the method of Claim 18, wherein said purchase information 
comprises any of: name, date, address and credit card information (figs. 5-7). 

Per claim 20, Armes teaches the method of Claim 17, wherein said purchase information 
form fills fields on said merchant website (figs. 5-7). 

Claims 47-52 are rejected under the same rationale as claim 15-20. 

Per claim 31, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 1 further comprising the steps of: 
relaying information between said website and said overlay (fig. 1; col. 7, lines 25-40), but does 
not teach the information is cyber wallet information. However, Armes teaches the information 
is cyber wallet information (fig. 5-7). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the teaching of Armes in the invention of 
Kanevsky in order to provide users with a secured and convenient transaction for online 
shopping. 

Per claim 32, Armes teaches the method of Claim 3 1 , wherein said cyber wallet 
information is maintained at both said overlay and said website, and if said cyber wallet 
information is changed at either site, the unchanged site is updated with said changes (fig. 7; 
page 9, [0073]). 

Claims 63-64 are rejected under the same rationale as claims 31-32. 
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Claims 5-8, 11, 37-40, and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kanevsky (U.S. Pat. No. 6,300,947) in view of Katinsky et al ("Katinsky", U.S. Pat. No. 
6,452,609). 

Per claim 5, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 1, but does not specifically teach said 
website elements are constructed using JavaScript. Howevery, Katinsky teaches said website 
elements are constructed using JavaScript (col. 4, lines 20-25; col. 12, lines 32-40). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the teaching of Katinsky in the invention of Kanevsky in order to provide added functionalities 
on a website using JavaScript. 

Per claim 6, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 5, further comprising the steps of: 
examining all JavaScript elements on said website and rewriting selected JavaScript elements on 
said website, onto said overlay, said rewritten JavaScript elements replacing website JavaScript 
elements (fig. 1; web page adapter server 107; col. 7, lines 25-40; col. 9, lines 30-45; col. 11, 
lines 1-12). 

Per claim 7, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 6, wherein said selected JavaScript 
elements comprises any of: JavaScript element that cause overlay errors and JavaScript element 
that reduce overlay performance (col. 12, line 62- col. 13, line 3; col. 13, lines 26-65). 

Per claim 8, Kanevsky teach the method of Claim 6, wherein said selected JavaScript 
element is chosen because said JavaScript element contains a specific tag or tag attribute (col. 
10, lines 5-25). 

Claims 37-40 are rejected under the same rationale as claim 5-8. 
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Per claim 1 1, Kanevsky teaches the method of Claim 9 wherein said pen object provides 
rules for inserting HTML in a region (col. 9, lines 35-45; col. 9, lines 47-63; col. 10, lines 5-25), 
but does not teach said pen object provides JavaScript rules (col. 4, lines 20-25; col. 12, lines 32- 
40). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include the teaching of Katinsky in the invention of Kanevsky in order to provide 
added functionalities on a website using JavaScript. 

Claim 43 is rejected under the same rationale as claim 1 1 . 

Claims 24, 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kanevsky 
(U.S. Pat No. 6,300,947) in view of Kanojia et al ("Kanojia", U.S. Pat No. 6,714,992). 

Per claim 24, Kanevsky the method of Claim 22, but does not teach said profile is kept in 
an XML text file. However, Kanojia teaches said profile is kept in an XML text file (col. 16, 
lines 40-50). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to include the teaching of Kanojia in the invention of Kanevsky in order to 
provide greater flexibility in organizing and presenting information. 

Claim 56 is rejected under the same rationale as claim 24. 

Claims 28, 60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kanevsky 
(U.S. Pat. No. 6,300,947) in view of Strahorn et al ("Strahom", U.S. Pat. No. 5,933,140). 

Per claim 28, Kanevsky teaches method of Claim 3, but does not teach said sidebar is a 
help bar. However, Strahorn teaches said sidebar is a help bar (fig. 3; help bar 310). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include 
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the teaching of Strahorn in the invention of Kanevsky in order to provide users a context based 
help in a WWW environment. 

Claim 60 is rejected under the same rationale as claim 28. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Hatano (US 2001/0021917) discloses an electronic commerce system for updating 
information. 

Garrett (US 6,473,738) discloses multiple person buying information system with 
application to online merchandizing. 

Inquiries 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thanh T. Vu whose telephone number is (703)-308-91 19. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur and every other Fri 8:30 AM - 6:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine L. Kincaid can be reached on (703) 308-0640. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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